REMARKS 

Claims 1-39 are pending prior to entering this amendment. The examiner rejects claims 
1-39 under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Parry (US Patent Application Publication 
No. 2002/0196460). Applicant amends claims 1-2, 5-8, 1 1-12, 14, 16, 18, 20, 22-25, 28-29, 31, 

33-36, and 39, and cancels claims 3-4, 9-10, 17, 19, 21, 26-27, 30, 32, and 37-38. Claims 1-2, 5- 
8, 11-16, 18, 20, 22-25, 28-29, 31, 33-36, and 39 remain after entering this amendment. 
Applicant adds no new matter and requests reconsideration. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The examiner rejects claims 1-39 under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Parry. 
Applicant respectfully traverses the examiner's rejection. 

Claim 1 recites serving at least one of the HTML based file or image file received from 
the remote device responsive to at least one HTTP request for the HTML based file or image file. 
Claims 12, 18, and 29 recite similar limitations. According to the examiner, Parry's source file 
discloses the recited HTML based file or image file. The examiner alleges Parry's web server 32 
discloses the remote device. The examiner further argues Parry's workstation 58 receives the 
source file from the web server 32. Parry does not teach or suggest, however, the workstation 58 
serving the source file received from the web server 32, much less responsive to the recited 
HTTP request. See, e.g., Parry, paragraphs [0040] - [0043], where Parry utilizes the source file 
to manage operations of Parry's printer 30. There further is no disclosure in Parry of the 
workstation 58 receiving HTTP requests for any information that the workstation 58 received 
from the web server 32. Furthermore, Parry's source file does not include any HTML based file 
or image file as the claims require. See, Parry, paragraphs [0040] and [0042], where the source 
file includes one or more Java applets, not the recited HTML based file or image file. Since 
Parry does not teach or suggest its workstation 58 serving out any information received from the 
web server 32, much less in response to the recited HTFP request, Parry does not anticipate 
claims 1, 12, 18, and 29, or their corresponding dependent claims. 

Claim 1 further recites receiving the Java applet from the remote device over the network 
with the browser window, the Java applet including a hypertext transfer protocol (HTTP) server 
application. Claims 12, 18, and 29 recite similar limitations. The examiner alleges Parry's Java 
applet discloses the recited Java applet. Parry does not teach or suggest its Java applet, however, 
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including the recited HTTP server application as the claims require. See, e.g., Parry, paragraphs 
[0010] and [0042], where Parry's Java applets "perform various functions related to printer 
management and/or access print jobs stored in job retention 45." Put differently, there is no 
disclosure in Parry of including any server application in one of Parry's Java applets, much less 
the recited HTTP server application. 

To further crystallize this distinction applicant further amends claims 1, 12, 18, and 29 to 
recite downloading an archive file fi-om the remote device with HTTP server application in the 
Java applet and extracting at least one of at least one of a hypertext markup language (HTML) 
based file or image file from the archive file according to the Java applet. Even assuming Parry 
did teach its Java applet including an HTTP server application, there is no disclosure in Parry of 
the workstation 58 downloading any files from Parry's web server 32 with the recited HTTP 
server application or extracting HTML based files or image files from the downloaded files as 
the claims require. See, Parry, paragraphs [0040] - [0043], where Parry teaches the workstation 
58 downloading, from the web server 32 in a printer 30, a source file containing one or more 
applets that allow the workstation 58 to remotely control operations of the printer 30. Since 
Parry does not teach or suggest its workstation 58 receiving a Java applet that includes the 
recited HTTP server application, much less using the recited HTTP server application to 
download files from the web server 32, and then serving extracted portions of the downloaded 
files responsive to HTTP requests. Parry does not anticipate claims 1, 12, 18 and 29, or their 
corresponding dependent claims. 
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CONCLUSION 



For the foregoing reasons, reconsideration and allowance of all claims of the application 
as amended is requested. The Examiner is encouraged to telephone the undersigned at (503) 
222-3613 if it appears that an interview would be helpful in advancing the case. 



MARGER JOHNSON & McCOLLOM, P.O. 
210 SW Morrison Street, Suite 400 
Portland, OR 97204 
503-222-3613 
Customer No. 20575 



Respectfully submitted. 



MARGER JOHNSON & McCOLLOM, P.C. 



/ 



JeffrefJ. Mcfimond 
Reg. No^/57,564 
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